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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Purpose and Background

Beginning in November 2004, the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) initiated
an Alignment and Environmental Overview Study for the future Williams Gateway
Freeway. The purpose of the study is to identify a preferred alignment for the Maricopa
County portion of this planned freeway, and to develop detailed information regarding
facility characteristics, right-of-way needs, environmental issues, and “environmental
justice” concerns under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. This information will help
guide future adjacent development in the area and provide essential input for
subsequent Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) studies and design efforts
regarding corridor development.

The Williams Gateway Corridor is an integral part of the MAG Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) adopted by the MAG Regional Council in November 2003 and endorsed
one year later by voters in connection with their approval of Proposition 400. This
proposed freeway will begin at the Santan Freeway (State Route 202L) in the vicinity of
Williams Gateway Airport, and then head generally eastward to the Maricopa/Pinal
county line at Meridian Road. From there, ADOT is currently conducting a Corridor
Definition Study to continue the route eastward through Pinal County to potentially link
up with US 60. The corridor is approximately 4.5 miles long from the Santan Freeway
to the Maricopa/Pinal county line.

According to the 20-year phased transportation development program incorporated in
the MAG RTP, preliminary engineering and right-of-way protection for the Williams
Gateway Freeway will occur in Phase | (2005-2010), with funding for final design and
right-of-way provided in Phase Il (2011-2015). ADOT would construct the Maricopa
County portion of the facility during Phase 11l (2016-2020).

The study is organized into two phases. Phase 1, completed in July 2005, resulted in a
recommended preferred alignment for the future Williams Gateway Freeway. Phase 2,
scheduled for completion by the end of 2005, detailed the preferred alignment, included
an environmental overview, and further assessed Environmental Justice/Title VI factors.

Tiered Evaluation Process

Phase 1 of the study involved a tiered evaluation process, in which a wide range of
alignment alternatives was systematically screened down to a single preferred
alternative. In Tier 1 of the screening process (Figure 3.1, page 17), two broad corridor
concepts—known as Greenfield and Hawes 1—were eliminated because of critical
flaws precluding their further consideration in this project. The following characteristics
were considered critical flaws:

Inconsistency with the MAG RTP, in terms of either location or cost.
Inconsistency with adopted plans and policies of host local jurisdictions.

DMJM HARRIS | AECOM Page 1
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Interference with the mission and operations of Williams Gateway Airport.
Unacceptable impacts on existing land uses and economic activities.

The remaining generalized corridor, known as Hawes 2, generated seven specific
alignments for consideration in Tier 2 of the evaluation (Figure 4.1, page 20). These
alignments all begin at the same location along the Santan Freeway just east of Hawes
Road, but turn east at different locations. The alternatives are numbered by the location
of their eastward turn, from north to south.

These seven alternatives were evaluated in Tier 2, which used the following evaluation
criteria:

Support for Economic Development

Consistency with Community Plans

Transportation Service

Environmental Compatibility (Natural/Physical/Human)
Cost Minimization

Pinal County Considerations

This phase resulted in the elimination of Alternatives 1, 2, 4 and 6, for a variety of
reasons including land use impacts and displacement of section-line arterial streets
needed to provide future mobility and access. In the third and final tier of the evaluation
process, the three remaining alternatives (Figure 5.1, page 25) - 3 Frye Road
alignment), 5 (Willis Road alignment) and 7 (Ryan Road alignment) - were analyzed in
much greater detail, using the following general criteria:

Mobility

Safety

General Plan Consistency
Access

Natural Environment Impacts
Physical Environment Impacts
Socioeconomic Impacts
Estimated Cost

Pinal County Considerations

In addition, a set of specific performance measures was used to comprehensively
evaluate the performance of the three Tier 3 alternatives with respect to each of the
above criteria. Each alternative was rated as “Most Desirable,” “Less Desirable” or
“Least Desirable” on each of the 32 performance measures. The overall results of the
Tier 3 evaluation across all criteria and performance measures were then used to
develop a recommendation for the preferred alternative.

DMJM HARRIS Page 2
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Conclusion

On the basis of the Tier 3 analysis, MAG’s consultant recommends Alternative 3 as the
preferred alternative as shown in Figure E-1, to be carried through the MAG committee
and Regional Council review process. The reasons for this recommendation include:

1. The preferred alignment is suitable for a high-capacity, access-controlled
facility from the SR 202L Santan Freeway to the Pinal County line.

2. The preferred alignment will adequately serve the Williams Gateway
complex and other key employment centers (existing and projected) within
the corridor study area.

3. The alignment is consistent with the generalized corridor depicted in the
MAG RTP and endorsed by Maricopa County voters.

4. The alignment achieved the highest score of any alternative in the
comprehensive Tier 3 evaluation.

5. The estimated cost of Alternative 3 is within the RTP programmed budget.

6. This alternative dominates (beats all rivals) more performance measures
than the other two alternatives combined—including three of the four cost
measures.

7. Alternative 3 also performs the best overall when the matrix is collapsed to
show an aggregate score for each of the nine evaluation criteria.

8. Based on conversations with the Arizona State Land Department staff, the
alternative strongly supports the expected community and economic
development pattern envisioned for the approximately 275 square-mile
State land holdings (Superstition Vistas) in Pinal County.

9. This alternative is compatible with the planning work that ADOT has done
to date on the Williams Gateway Corridor Definition Study in Pinal County.

These recommendations were reviewed by various MAG committees on the following
dates in June and July 2005:

MAG Transportation Review Committee—June 30, 2005
MAG Management Committee—July 13, 2005

MAG Policy Committee—July 20, 2005

MAG Regional Council—July 27, 2005

On July 27, 2005, the MAG Regional Council passed a motion to: “Select Alternative 3 —
Frye Road as the preferred alignment for the Williams Gateway Freeway in Maricopa
County and recommend to ADOT that Alternative 7 — Ryan Road be considered in the
design concept/environmental evaluation conducted by ADOT.”
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1.0 PROJECT OVERVIEW
1.1  Purpose

Beginning in November 2004, the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) initiated
an Alignment and Environmental Overview Study for the future Williams Gateway
Freeway. The purpose of the study is to identify a preferred alignment for the Maricopa
County portion of this planned freeway, and to develop detailed information regarding
facility characteristics, right-of-way needs, environmental issues, and “environmental
justice” concerns under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. This information will help
guide future adjacent development in the area and provide essential input for
subsequent Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) studies and design efforts
regarding corridor development . ADOT is charged with constructing and operating the
MAG regional freeway and expressway system throughout Maricopa County.

1.2 Background

In November 2004, Maricopa County voters approved Proposition 400, which extends
for 20 years the existing half-cent excise (sales) tax to fund transportation systems.
While a significant portion of the revenue will be devoted to transit and streets, the
majority is dedicated to the further expansion and improvement of the MAG regional
freeway and highway system. The Williams Gateway Corridor is an integral part of the
MAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) adopted by the MAG Regional Council in
November 2003 and endorsed one year later by voters in connection with their approval
of Proposition 400. This proposed freeway will begin at the Santan Freeway (State
Route 202L) in the vicinity of Williams Gateway Airport, and then head generally
eastward to the Maricopa/Pinal county line at Meridian Road. From there, ADOT is
currently conducting a Corridor Definition Study to continue the route eastward through
Pinal County to potentially link up with US 60.

The need for a high-capacity, access-controlled facility in this corridor has become
increasingly clear due to strong current and projected projected growth in the Southeast
Valley and northern Pinal Countyin the whole, as well as specific development patterns
centering on the site of the former Williams Air Force Base. Since the conversion of this
approximately 4,400-acre facility to Wiliams Gateway Airport (WGA), the Williams
Education, Research and Training Campus (including ASU Polytechnic), the WGA
Business Park and associated uses in 1994, the airport and its environs have been the
focus of extensive land and transportation planning efforts. These plans and studies
indicate that the area surrounding WGA has the potential to become one of the largest
employment centers in the Phoenix Metropolitan Area. For this potential to be realized,
however, an effective supporting transportation system must be developed.

Both the Williams Area Transportation Study (1998) and a revision to the Williams
Gateway Airport Master Plan (1999) contemplated direct access to the future WGA
passenger terminal from a Santan Freeway service interchange near Hawes Road.
During the recent preparation of the City of Mesa General Plan Update, however, it
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became evident that this concept would do little to enhance freeway access to the
planned industrial access east of the airport. Such access is crucial to the long-range
development plans and jobs/housing balance of surrounding jurisdictions - especially
Mesa (in which WGA is located), but also Gilbert, Queen Creek and Apache Junction.
Meanwhile, MAG and the Central Arizona Association of Governments (CAAG)
completed the Southeast Maricopa/Northern Pinal County Area Transportation Plan.
The findings of this study indicated that the area surrounding WGA is a potential major
regional employment center, warranting regional level access. In addition, later MAG
studies projected that the population of the northeast corner of Pinal County would grow
to over 750,000 by 2030. At about the same time, General Motors (GM) announced
long-range plans to close its Desert Proving Grounds (1,650 acres) east of the airport,
and sell the property for eventual development into a mix of residential and commercial
land uses. However, GM has since decided to continue operating the northern half of
the proving grounds for the indefinite future. GM has sold the southern half of the
property to a private party who plans to develop the property at a later date, and has
given the purchaser a series of “rolling options” to eventually purchase the whole site.

The completion of the Mesa Transportation Plan, the Directional Interchange Evaluation
for the Santan Freeway at Hawes Road, and the MAG/CAAG Area Transportation
Study led to the conclusion that a freeway corridor extending from the Santan at Hawes
Road east into Pinal County is a high regional priority to meet anticipated travel
demand. According to the 20-year phased transportation development program
incorporated in the MAG RTP, preliminary engineering and right-of-way protection for
the Williams Gateway Freeway will occur in Phase | (2005-2010), with funding for final
design and right-of-way provided in Phase Il (2011-2015). ADOT would construct the
Maricopa County portion of the facility during Phase 11l (2016-2020).

1.3 Study Area

The Williams Gateway Freeway corridor between the Santan Freeway and the
Maricopa/Pinal county line is approximately 4 to 6 miles long. The exact length of the
facility will depend in part on the alignment selected in this study. The project study
area, while remaining somewhat flexible in order to adapt to MAG’s needs during the
study, is generally bounded by Power Road on the west, Tomahawk Road (three miles
east of the county line) on the east, Elliot Road on the north and Queen Creek Road on
the south, as Figure 1-1 illustrates. However, the critical flaw (Tier 1) analysis included
one alternative extending as far west as Greenfield Road. The study area is extended
far enough into Pinal County to permit coordination with the ADOT Pinal County
Williams Gateway Corridor Definition Study’s feasibility analysis of corridors within that
county.
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Figure 1-1 .
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1.4 Socioeconomic Growth Projections

Both the Maricopa County and Pinal County portions of the project study area are
expected to experience strong growth in population and employment during the next 20
years. The Maricopa County portion of the study area (bounded generally by Power,
Meridian, Elliot and Queen Creek roads) contains all or part of 35 Socioeconomic
Analysis Zones (SAZs), the basic geographic unit used in the development of MAG
socioeconomic projections. These projections in turn become inputs into the regional
traffic forecasting model for Maricopa County. The study area SAZs lie within four of
the larger Regional Analysis Zones (RAZs) at the extreme southeastern corner of
Maricopa County: RAZ 320, 321, 322 and 339. RAZs 320 through 322 are part of the
Mesa Municipal Planning Area (MPA); RAZ 339 constitutes the entire Queen Creek
MPA. The portion of the study area between Meridian Road and Tomahawk Road
consists of several additional SAZs within Pinal County RAZ 349.

Table 1.1 shows total year 2000 population and employment in both the Maricopa and
Pinal County portions of the study area, along with projections for the study horizon year
2026 and the intermediate year 2016 from the MAG travel forecasting model. From
2000 to 2026, population in the Maricopa County portion of the study area is projected
to grow by a factor of nearly eighteen and employment by a factor of five. The
population of this area—less than one-fourth of its number of jobs in 2000—will reach
nearly three-fourths of the employment total by 2026. In other words, commerce and
industry will grow vigorously, but population will grow even faster as the residentially
zoned portions of the Maricopa County SAZs develop.

The population and employment of the Pinal County portion of the study area will grow
even faster, although starting from a much smaller base. By 2026, the population of the
Pinal County portion will nearly equal that of the Maricopa County subarea, but
employment in the Pinal County SAZs will continue to be only a small fraction of the
total in the Maricopa County zones. In the entire study area, population is expected to
grow from 3,300 in 2000 to 92,600 in 2026, while employment will increase from 10,800
to 70,300 during the same period. The proposed Williams Gateway Freeway will clearly
serve an area of rapidly growing trip generation and travel demand.

In addition to the population and employment in the immediate study area, the Williams
Gateway Freeway Corridor will be impacted by growth throughout the East Valley in
Maricopa County and all of the Northern Pinal County area. This growth was taken into
account as part of the study process.

The table shows year 2000, 2016 and 2026 population and employment totals for the
East Valley (defined as the Chandler, Gilbert, Mesa and Queen Creek MPAs, plus the
city of Apache Junction and the unincorporated Sun Lakes area), Maricopa County and
northern Pinal County. The East Valley—which will be served by the Williams Gateway
Freeway as well as the Superstition, Price Freeway, Red Mountain and Santan—is
projected to grow by 68 percent in population and 119 percent in employment over the
26-year period. Total population and total employment are projected to reach,

DMJM HARRIS | AECOM Page 8



Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Preferred Alignment Summary Report
and Environmental Overview Study March 2006

respectively, 1,351,000 and 643,300 in the East Valley Area by 2026. Maricopa County
as a whole will experience slightly faster population growth but slower employment
growth than the East Valley subregion. Northern Pinal County will grow at a far higher
rate than either Maricopa County or the East Valley. This region is likely to be served in
the future by extensions of the Williams Gateway Freeway or new routes connecting to
it, as currently under study in the ADOT Pinal County Corridor Definition Studies. Total
population and total employment are projected to reach, respectively, 907,200 and
202,200 in the Northern Pinal County area by 2026.

1.5 Project Phasing

The study is organized into two phases. Phase 1, completed in July 2005, resulted in a
recommended preferred alignment for the future Williams Gateway Freeway. Phase 2,
completed at the end of 2005, detailed the preferred alignment, included an
environmental overview, and further assessed Environmental Justice/Title VI factors.
Public and stakeholder involvement were included throughout the study process. The
study has been closely coordinated with the ongoing ADOT Pinal County Williams
Gateway Corridor Definition Study, which examined possible corridors for the eastward
continuation of the Williams Gateway Freeway from the Maricopa/Pinal county line to
US 60 or some other state route. The recommendations of the MAG Alignment and
Environmental Overview Study are limited to the Maricopa County portion of the
Williams Gateway Freeway corridor. However, all alignment alternatives within
Maricopa County were evaluated for a reasonable distance into Pinal County (roughly
three miles) for critical flaws that may make the alignment unsuitable when extended
beyond the Maricopa County line.

1.6 Study Review Team

Early in the process, MAG assembled a Study Review Team (SRT) to provide guidance
and input from project stakeholders. The SRT met four times (every one to two months)
during Phase 1, and have met twice in Phase 2. Meetings were scheduled at project
milestones to review key findings and recommendations. Representatives of the
following agencies serve on the SRT:

- City of Mesa

- City of Apache Junction

- Town of Gilbert

. Town of Queen Creek

- Maricopa County (Department of Transportation and Flood Control District)
- Arizona Department of Transportation

- Williams Gateway Airport Authority
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Table 1.1: Projected Population and Employment Growth—Study Area, East Valley and Countywide

Area Total Population® Total Employment®

2000 2016° 2026° % Growth, 2000 20167 2026 | % Growth,

2000-2026 2000-2026
Williams Gateway study 2,500 29,400 47,100 1,784% 10,600 37,900 65,500 518%
area (Maricopa County
portion)*
Williams Gateway study 800 20,400 45,500 5,588% 200 3,000 4,800 2,300%
area (Pinal County
portion)”
Study area total 3,300 49,800 92,600 2,706% 10,800 40,900 70,300 551%
--Comparison Areas--

East Valley’ 802,600 1,216,400 1,351,000 68% 294,400 545,500 643,300 119%
Maricopa County 3,096,600 4,752,200 5,759,200 86% 1,564,900 | 2,467,800 3,077,000 97%
Northern Pinal Countyb 150,200 599,800 907,200 504% 44,800 145,200 202,200 351%

'Rounded to the nearest hundred.

%Year 2016 values were calculated by linear interpolation between 2010 and 2020 MAG projections. Year 2026 values were calculated by linear
interpolation between 2025 and 2030 MAG projections. For Apache Junction, data were available for 2000, 2020 and 2030 only, so these years
were used for all interpolations. For northern Pinal County, data were available for 2000, 2010, 2020 and 2030 only, so these years were used for
all interpolations.

®Includes the following Socioeconomic Analysis Zones: 1489-1491, 1494-1496, 1499, 1502, 1503, 1508-1513, 1581, 1583, 1584, 1587, 1908-
1910, 1916, 1921-1923, 1925-1927, 1930-1933, 1936, 1937. Bounded generally by Elliot Road, Queen Creek Road, Power Road and Meridian
Road.

“Bounded generally by Elliott Road, Queen Creek Road, Meridian Road and Tomahawk Road. Data provided by MAG staff.

®Includes the Chandler, Gilbert, Mesa and Queen Creek Municipal Planning Areas, plus Regional Analysis Zone 326 (County—Sun Lakes) and
Apache Junction.

®Consists of 23 Regional Analysis Zones: 338, 342, 348-362 and 364-369.

Sources: MAG Interim Socioeconomic Projections, July 2003; MAG Southeast Maricopa/Northern Pinal County Transportation Study (for Apache
Junction data); MAG staff (for northern Pinal County)
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2.0 PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT
2.1 Stakeholder Interviews

Public and stakeholder involvement is critical to the MAG Williams Gateway Freeway
Alignment Study. The first phase of the public involvement consisted of a series of
stakeholder interviews to uncover issues, concerns, and possible alignment
suggestions. The information collected was used to develop the range of alignment
alternatives, alternative implications, and evaluation criteria. As Table 2.1 indicates,
eighteen groups of stakeholders were interviewed in Phase 1 of the study, from
December 6, 2004 through February 11, 2005. Three additional stakeholder meetings
for Phase 2 were held in October and November 2005.

Table 2.1: Stakeholder Interviews

Stakeholding Agency
or Organization

December 6, 2004 Town of Queen Creek Mayor Wendy Feldman-Kerr

Cynthia Seelhammer, Town Manager

John Kross, Assistant Town Manager

Date Participating Individuals

December 7, 2004 City of Mesa Utilities David Plumb, Utilities Manager

December 7, 2004 City of Mesa Public Dennis Donna, Chief of Police
Safety Bryan Kostner, Fire Operations
Gary Bradbury, Assistant Fire Chief
December 7, 2004 Mesa Mayor and Mayor Keno Hawker
Council Janie C. Thom, District 6 Councilmember

Heidi Gast, Assistant to the Mayor
Wayne Balmer, Williams Gateway Project Manager

December 9, 2004 Pinal County Sandie Smith, Board of Supervisors District 2

Ken Buchanan, Assistant County Manager

Bob Davis, Director Public Works (now retired)
Doug Hansen, Planning Section Chief, Public Works
David Kuhl, Planning & Development

Greg Stanley, Director of Public Works

Dianne Kresich, ADOT

December 10, 2004 Mesa Transportation Wayne Balmer, Williams Gateway Project Manager
and Planning Staff Tom Ellsworth, Planning

Jeff Kramer, Transportation

Jeff Martin, Development Services

Keith Nath, Engineering

Ross Renner, Transportation

John Pein, ADOT

December 15, 2004 Salt River Project Mike Jones, Manager Customer Service & System
Improvements Systems/Municipal

Tom Olivas, Senior Engineer Distribution Planning
Jerry Ulfers, Manager Customer & System
Improvements

Greg Wilson, Assistant Project Manager, ADOT
Andy Smith, ADOT
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Table 2.1: Stakeholder Interviews (continued)

Date

Stakeholding Agency
or Organization

Participating Individuals

December 15, 2004

Maricopa County
Transportation and
Flood Control

John Lynch, MCDOT

Tim Oliver, MCDOT

Mike Sabatini, MCDOT

Felicia Terry, Flood Control District
Andy Smith, ADOT

December 15, 2004

Property Owners and
East Valley Partnership

Roc Arnett, EVP

Carson Brown, Vanderbilt

Ryan Cochran, Kitchell Development
Brent Moser, Grubb & Ellis

Kevin Petersen, Vanderbilt

Mark Sleeth, Kitchell Development
Barry Zemell, Outer Ring LLC

December 16, 2004

Williams Gateway
Airport and Property
Owners

Wayne Balmer, City of Mesa

Casey Denny, WGAA

James Harriman, GRIC Retail DPS

Terry Isaacson, ASU East (now ASU Polytechnic)
Lynn Kusy, WGAA

Dave Porter, GRIC Toka Sticks Golf Course

John Schroeder, CGCC

Larry Stephenson, GRIC

Dean Weatherly, GRIC Economic Development
Mike Williams, WGAA

December 16, 2004

City of Apache Junction

Mayor Douglas Coleman

Vice Mayor R.E. Eck, Jr.

George Hoffman, City Manager

Bryant Powell, Asssistant City Manager

Amy Mallery, Assistant to the City Manager

Rudy Esquivias, Community Development Director
Ron Grittman, Public Works Director

Andy Smith, ADOT

December 17, 2004

City of Mesa
Management

Mike Hutchinson, City Manager

Jack Friedline, Assistant Manager

Jim Huling, Assistant Manager

Paul Wenbert, Assistant Manager

Wayne Balmer, Williams Gateway Project Manager

December 20, 2004

Town of Gilbert

Tami Ryall, Deputy Manager
Mike Molillo, Transportation

December 20, 2004

GM Desert Proving
Grounds

Roc Arnett, EVP

Chuck Bachus, EVP, ASU Research Park

Steve Chucri, Chucri Consulting (on behalf of GM)
Andrew M. Cohn for Bill Levine, Pacific Proving LLC
Paul Gilbert, Beus Gilbert Law Firm (rep. for Levine)

January 7, 2005

TRW

John M. Fry, Plant Manager, Mesa Operations
Tom Kendall, Controller, Mesa Operations
Jeffrey A. Mierth, Environmental Manager
Will C. Rogers, Facilities Engineering Manager

January 18, 2005

Arizona State Land
Department

Luana Capponi, ASLD
Andy Smith, ADOT
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Table 2.1: Stakeholder Interviews (continued)

Stakeholding Agency

Date or Organization

Participating Individuals

February 1, 2005 Landowners in Study Chuck Bachus, EVP

Area Wayne Balmer, City of Mesa

Jason Barney, Circle G Properties

Russ Brandt

Carson Brown, Vanderbilt

Steve Chucri, GM Desert Proving Grounds
Ryan Cochran, Kitchell

Doug Cook

Jim Creedon, Landry Creedon Associates
Casey Denny, WAAA

Len Fuchs

J. Garrido, CGCC

Marcus Gutierrez

Terry Isaacson, ASU East (now ASU Polytechnic)
Gerald Jakubowsky, ASU East (now ASU
Polytechnic)

Billy Maynard

Nora Maynard

Anthony Mormino

Jim Nelson, Salt River Project

Darra Rayndon

Lyle Richardson

Casmer Ruzycki

Bruce Scharbach, CGCC

Gene Slechta

Andy Smith, ADOT

Keith Zeiler

February 11, 2005 Fuji Film Scott Klamm, Site Manager
Mary Clark, Environmental/Health & Safety Manager

October 31, 2005 Kitchell Contractors Wayne Balmer, City of Mesa

Michael Blenis, Paragon

Dean Busk, Paragon

Ryan Cochran, Kitchell

Susan Demmitt, Gilbert Beus (rep. for Kitchell)
Doug Dragoo, Paragon

Ryan Eller, Paragon

Paul E. Gilbert, Gilbert Beus Law Firm (rep. for
Kitchell)

Chuck Horvath, David Evans & Associates
Jeff Kramer, City of Mesa

Ross Renner, City of Mesa

Steven Schwarz, ViaWest

November 1, 2005* General Motors Wayne Balmer, City of Mesa

Steve Chucri, Chucri Consulting (on behalf of GM)
Paul Gilbert, Beus Gilbert (on behalf of Levine)
Bob Holse, General Motors

Jeff Kramer, City of Mesa

Ross Renner, City of Mesa

Rob Thorn, General Motors
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Table 2.1: Stakeholder Interviews (continued)

Stakeholding Agency

Date or Organization

Participating Individuals

November 16, 2005 | Fuiji Film, City of Wayne Balmer, City of Mesa

Apache Junction, ASLD | Luana Capponi, ASLD

Rudy Esquivias, City of Apache Junction
Scott Klamm, Fuji Film

Manny Patel, ASLD

Ross Renner, City of Mesa

Joel Trevino, Fuji Film

*Phase 2 stakeholder meeting

Abbreviations

ADOT = Arizona Department of Transportation

ASLD = Arizona State Land Department

ASU = Arizona State University

CGCC = Chandler Gilbert Community College

EVP = East Valley Partnership

GM = General Motors

GRIC = Gila River Indian Community

MCDOT = Maricopa County Department of Transportation
WGAA = Williams Gateway Airport Authority

Source: MAG/Consultant Team

During the interviews, the MAG/Consultant Team (MAG project manager and
consultants) identified a number of issues and concerns that many of the stakeholders
hold in common. There were also several issues on which stakeholders have differing
views. Both the common themes and the divergent viewpoints are listed below. These
are not all the topics that were raised, but represent some of the more salient issues.

Common Themes

Protection and enhancement of the employment opportunities at Williams Gateway
Airport and the surrounding economic activity center is critical
Ensuring adequate connections or access to Williams Gateway Airport
Need for an interchange at Ellsworth Road
Freeway alignment should be at the half mile street location (preserving arterial
street continuity)

- Supportive arterial street network should be addressed
Potential development and timing of Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) trust
lands will have an impact on the alignment
Drainage and flood control issues throughout the area must be addressed
Pace of development occurring in this area is important to address in the modeling
effort
Eventual urban development of GM Desert Proving Grounds will impact the
alignment

- Geopolitical structure (e.g., annexations) of the area (i.e., ASLD land) is a concern

- Alignment should not provide easy sight lines into the GM Desert Proving Grounds
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- Support to local land use plans

Divergent Viewpoints

- Preferred alignment for the Williams Gateway Freeway. Opinions range from Ray
Road to Germann Road corridors

- Locations for interchanges

- Appropriate land uses to the east of GM Desert Proving Grounds

- Future disposition of the ASLD state trust lands

- Designation of high capacity north/south corridors

- Responsibility for flood control and drainage issues

2.2 Public Open House

A public open house was held on March 24, 2005 from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. at the ASU
Polytechnic Student Union Ballroom. The purpose of this meeting was to apprise the
community of the purpose and status of the Williams Gateway Alignment and
Environmental Study, to answer questions, and to solicit comments on study issues.
Attendees were able to view maps and other displays, and to ask questions of individual
staff members. There was also a brief presentation and a formal question-and-answer
period. In addition, input regarding the project and the various alternatives was
submitted on comment cards distributed to all who attended. Staff members from the
ADOT Williams Gateway Corridor Definition Study were also present. Appendix B
contains a complete record of questions and comments received at this event.

After receiving input from the stakeholder interviews and the public open house, several
informal meeting were held with Mesa, Queen Creek, Maricopa County and ADOT.
These meetings were held to further discuss the evaluation process and review data
and other findings from the analysis of alternatives. As a result of these sessions,
performance measures were adjusted and the findings from the evaluation process
refined.
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3.0 TIER 1 (CRITICAL FLAW) ANALYSIS

Several conceptual freeway corridors were eliminated at the outset of the study
because of flaws so significant as to preclude further consideration in this project. Each
of the following characteristics was defined as a “critical flaw” sufficient to rule out a
proposed corridor:

1. Inconsistency with the MAG RTP, as adopted by the MAG Regional Council of
elected officials and then endorsed by Maricopa County voters. The RTP specifies
the approximate location of each planned regional facility, including the Williams
Gateway Freeway. Any location inconsistent with the RTP is considered critically
flawed. In addition, the revenue stream to be generated by the half-cent sales tax
will have to meet a variety of transportation needs countywide. Therefore, an
alternative whose cost greatly exceeds the amount budgeted in the RTP is also
critically flawed.

2. Inconsistency with adopted plans and policies (including the current General Plans)
of host local jurisdictions.

3. Interference with the mission and operations of Williams Gateway Airport, which are
crucial to the regional economy and the stakeholders involved in this study.

4. Unacceptable impacts on existing land uses and economic activities, such as the
Williams Gateway complex, the GM Desert Proving Grounds, other major
employers in the area, and established residential communities.

The three generalized corridors considered in the Tier 1 evaluation are illustrated in
Figure 3-1 and evaluated in Table 3.1. All of them begin at the Santan (SR 202L)
Freeway. As shown in Table 3.1, two of the three—Greenfield and Hawes 1--have one
or more critical flaws, and are therefore eliminated from consideration at this point. The
Greenfield corridor was removed from further consideration because of inconsistency
with the RTP and local plans, and its unacceptable land use impacts. The Hawes 1
corridor was eliminated because of its interference with the Williams Gateway Airport,
and unacceptable land use and economic impacts. The Hawes 2 corridor was
recommended for further consideration. The Hawes 2 corridor encompasses seven
distinct alignment alternatives, which are described and evaluated in the next chapter
on Tier 2.
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Table 3.1: Tier 1 (Critical Flaw) Corridor Evaluation Matrix
Criteria
_ _ Inconsistenc Williams Unacceptable .
Corridor | Consistency ith local y Gateway land use or Conclusion
with RTP with loca Airport economic
plans .
Interference impacts
Greenfield | Not consistent | Inconsistent No critical flaw | Unacceptably | Remove from
(diverges | with with Gilbert & disrupts further
east at connectionto | Mesa General established consideration:
Greenfield | SR 202L Plans neighborhoods | Inconsistent with
Road) shown in RTP, RTP
& prohibitive Inconsistent with
cost due to local plans
excessive Unacceptable land
length of new use impacts
freeway
construction
required
Hawes 1 No critical flaw | No critical flaw | Interferes with Likely Remove from
(diverges Williams unacceptable | further
south at Gateway impacts on consideration:
Hawes Airport land uses & Airport
Road) operations economic interference
without a cost- | activities Unacceptable land
prohibitive within Williams | use & economic
solution such Gateway impacts
as tunneling complex
(which raises
security issues)
Hawes 2 No critical flaw | No critical flaw | No critical flaw | No critical flaw | Carry forward and
(diverges evaluate refined
southeast options in Tier 2
at Hawes)

Source: MAG/Consultant Team
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40 TIER 2 EVALUATION
4.1  Alternatives Considered

The Hawes 2 corridor generated seven specific alignments for consideration in Tier 2 of
the evaluation, as illustrated in Figure 4-1:

Alternative 1: Begins at a new system interchange with SR 202L just east of Hawes
Road, where SR 202L curves to change direction from east-west to north-south;
proceeds generally southeast across the northeast corner of the Williams Gateway
Airport property; then continues due east through the General Motors Desert Proving
Grounds along the Galveston Street alignment to Meridian Road.

Alternative 2: Begins like Alternative 1, but turns east along Williams Field Road, one-
half mile farther south, and continues due east to Meridian Road.

Alternative 3: Begins like Alternative 2, but turns east along the Frye Road alignment,
one-half mile farther south.

Alternative 4: Begins like Alternative 3, but turns east along Pecos Road, one-half mile
farther south.

Alternative 5: Begins like Alternative 4, but turns east along the Willis Road alignment,
one-half mile farther south.

Alternative 6: Begins like Alternative 5, but turns east along Germann Road, one-half
mile farther south.

Alternative 7: Begins like Alternative 6, but turns east along the Ryan Road alignment,
midway between Germann Road and Queen Creek Road.

4.2 Tier 2 Evaluation

The evaluation criteria are listed across the top of Table 4.1, the Tier 2 evaluation
matrix. These criteria consist of:

1. Economic Development
- Sustains existing employers
- Supports economic activity centers

2. Consistency with Community Plans
3. Transportation Service

- Access to Williams Gateway Airport
- Compatibility with planned arterial system
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Tier 2 Corridorsv . R MFigure 4-1
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4. Environmental Compatibility (Natural/Physical/Human)

5. Cost Minimization
- Estimated length of alignment
- Number of traffic interchanges

6. Pinal County Considerations

Tier 2 is an intermediate phase of the evaluation process and uses a broad brush to
remove those alternatives that are clearly less desirable than others. Therefore, the
alternatives are rated non-quantitatively on each criterion as “High,” “Medium” or “Low.”
The criteria have been formulated so that “High” always means most desirable and
“Low” least desirable. The right-hand column of Table 4.1 summarizes conclusions of
the Tier 2 analysis. Alternatives 1, 2, 4 and 6 were recommended for elimination at this
point. In general, these alternatives were removed from further consideration because
of factors such as alignments falling on major mile arterials and/or undesirable
economic and environmental impacts. Alternatives 3, 5 and 7 were retained for further
evaluation in Tier 3.

4.3 Investigation of “Super Street” or “Parkway” Options

As an outgrowth of the fundamental task of identifying a preferred alignment for the
planned Williams Gateway Freeway (WGF) in Maricopa County, several stakeholders
were interested in investigating some options for a super street or parkway at a broad,
conceptual level. The purpose of such a facility would be to provide enhanced
connections between the WGF and rapidly growing commercial and residential areas of
Queen Creek to the south. The super street/parkway options were developed assuming
Alternative 3 (Frye Road alignment) as the base alternative. The investigation of these
options is attached as Appendix A.

4.4 Continuation to Ironwood Drive

The Study Review Team and the MAG/consultant team generally felt that the WGF
should continue into Pinal County to Ironwood Drive, one mile east of the Maricopa
County line at Meridian Road. Ironwood Drive is envisioned as a major future north-
south corridor that would feed the WGF from rapidly growing areas of Pinal County to
the south. This extension would need to be accomplished in cooperation with ADOT
and with funding from sources other than MAG RTP/Proposition 400 revenue. Issues of
logical termini and continuation into Pinal County will be further addressed in
subsequent ADOT studies, and as part of the Design Concept Report (DCR) and
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.
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Table 4.1: Tier 2 Corridor Alternatives Evaluation Matrix

Criteria”
Economic Development Consistency Transportation Service Environmental Cost Minimization | Pinal
with Currently Compatibility? County

Alter- Sustains Supports long- | Adopted Mesa Local Compatibility Natural, Physical, Estimated length Qons;dera— _

natives | major term growth of and Queen access, with planned Human (<4.5 miles = tions Conclusions
existing Williams Creek General including arterial system “High”)
employers Gateway Plans access to (4.5-55mi =

economic airport® “Medium™)
activity center’ (>5.5 mi = “Low”)

1 Low (requires | Medium Medium (less Low High Low (impacts 4 High (4.0 miles) Medium Consultant recommends remove from
R/W from (primarily serves | compatible with (compatible with | domestic water further consideration.

GM Desert Mesa portion of residential than future grid production wells, 1 Substantial environmental & economic
Proving Williams with employment network) stock water production (GM Desert Proving Grounds) impacts;
Grounds & Gateway land use in Mesa) well & 1 test well; relatively little airport access
removes N/S | economic activity impacts major wash
test track) center) feature & 100-year

floodplain east of

county line in study

area)

2 Medium Medium High (consistent | Low Low (takes Low (impacts 4 High (4.25 miles) High Consultant recommends remove from
(requires (primarily serves | with Mesa arterial domestic water further consideration.
some R/W Mesa portion of General Plan) alignment: production wells, a Incompatible with planned arterial street
from GM Williams Williams Field major wash feature, & system; substantial environmental
Desert Gateway Rd) a 100-year floodplain impacts
Proving economic activity east of county line in
Grounds, but | center) study area; adjacent
preserves hazardous materials)

N/S test
track)

3 High (no High (provides High (consistent | Medium High Medium (impacts 1 Medium (4.5 miles) | High Consultant recommends retain for Tier 3.
notable balanced high- with Mesa (compatible with | domestic water Performs generally well at Tier 2 level of
impacts) capacity travel General Plan) future grid production well & a analysis

within Williams network) major wash feature in
Gateway Maricopa County;
economic activity adjacent hazardous
center) materials)

4 Medium High (provides High (consistent | Medium Low (takes Medium (impacts 1 Medium (5.0 miles) | Medium Consultant recommends remove from
(minor impact | balanced high- with Mesa arterial monitor well, 1 further consideration.
to Fuji Film & | capacity travel General Plan) alignment: Pecos | municipal water Incompatible with planned arterial street
CRMA tire within Williams Rd) production well & a system
recycling Gateway major wash feature in
plant access) | economic activity Maricopa County;

center) adjacent hazardous
materials)
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Table 4.1: Tier 2 Corridor Alternatives Evaluation Matrix (continued)

Criteria”
Economic Development Consistency Transportation Service Environmental Cost Minimization | Pinal
with Currently Compatibility? County

Alter- Sustains Supports long- | Adopted Mesa Local Compatibility Natural, Physical, Estimated length Qons;dera— _

natives | major term growth of and Queen access, with planned Human (<5.5 miles = tions Conclusions
existing Williams Creek General including arterial system “High”)
employers Gateway Plans access to (5.5-6.5mi =

economic airport® “Medium™)
activity center’ (>6.5 mi = “Low”)

5 Medium High (provides High (consistent | Medium High Medium (impacts 2 Medium (5.5 miles) | Medium Consultant recommends retain for Tier 3.
(requires balanced high- with Mesa (compatible with | irrigation production Performs generally well at Tier 2 level of
R/W from capacity travel General Plan) future grid wells, 1 municipal analysis
TRW, within Williams network) production well, 1
although ina | Gateway abandoned geotech
manner economic activity boring, & a major wash
consistent center) feature & 100-year
with its long- floodplain)
range
property
disposition
plans)

6 Medium Medium High (consistent | High Low (takes Low (impacts 12 Low (5.75 miles) Low Consultant recommends remove from
(minor impact | (primarily serves | with Mesa and arterial production wells: 2 further consideration.
to TRW Queen Creek Queen Creek alignment: industrial, 5 irrigation, 3 Incompatible with planned arterial street
access) portion of General Plans) Germann Rd) stock, 1 domestic & 1 system; substantial environmental

Williams municipal; also a impacts
Gateway known cultural site & a

economic activity 100-year floodplain)

center)

7 High (no Medium Medium (less High High Low (impacts 3 Low (6.0 miles) Low Consultant recommends retain for Tier 3.
notable (primarily serves | compatible with (compatible with | irrigation production Performs generally well at Tier 2 level
impacts) Queen Creek residential than future grid wells, a known cultural despite length, environmental impacts &

portion of with employment network) site, & creates noise & impacts to existing land uses in Pinal
Williams land use in visual concerns near County
Gateway Queen Creek) existing residences)
economic activity
center)
Notes

'Rating scale:

“High” = most desirable
“Medium” = intermediate in desirability
“Low” = least desirable
“Evaluation denotes only potential impacts to existing or known natural, physical, or human considerations. Other considerations, such as additional cultural sites in those areas not currently surveyed, could arise
during future detailed studies.
3Likelihood of supporting planned community growth & potential activity center development at centralized location within ASLD lands; impacts to existing development.
“Based on proximity to central economic development area associated with airport, as identified in Mesa & Queen Creek General Plans.
®Based on length of freeway frontage.

Source: MAG/Consultant Team
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5.0 TIER 3 EVALUATION

In Tier 3, the MAG/Consultant Team conducted a much more comprehensive evaluation
of the three remaining alternatives: 3, 5 and 7 (see Figure 5-1). The number of criteria
was increased from eight in Tier 2 to nine in this phase of the evaluation. Most
important, each criterion was subdivided into performance measures. The criteria
represent the basic elements by which the effectiveness of a major freeway facility can
be determined. The performance measures are specific tools designed to ascertain
how well each alternative satisfies the criteria. Some performance measures, such as
those relating to traffic volumes, cost, and some environmental factors, are
guantifiable—i.e., they depend on data that can be directly counted or measured.
Others, including consistency with adopted plans and many environmental elements,
are not amenable to a quantitative approach. These were assessed qualitatively, using
the best professional judgment of the MAG/Consultant Team. All of the criteria and
performance measure definitions received advance review and concurrence from the
Study Review Team.

As in Tier 2, a three-point rating scale was used, with “Most Desirable” the highest
rating and “Least Desirable” the lowest. The intermediate rating was defined as “Less
Desirable.” Criteria and performance measures were not weighted; because of their
variety and complexity, it was felt that any attempt to assign specific weights to each
performance measure could be arbitrary and not aid the decision-making process. It
must be acknowledged, however, that cost has special importance because of the
funding level identified for this corridor in the MAG RTP.

51 Evaluation Criteria
The Tier 3 evaluation criteria are as follows:

- Mobility—relates to the fundamental purpose of an access-controlled, high-
capacity facility: to efficiently move large volumes of people and goods. Specific
performance measures address forecast usage (per mile) of the freeway facility and
the projected number of congested intersections in the project area.

. Safety—relates to the importance of minimizing incidents that cause injury or
property damage. The single performance measure is based on the proportion of
traffic occurring on high-capacity, access-controlled facilities, which are known to be
safer than arterials.

- General Plan Consistency—relates to the importance of coordinated long-range
planning for growth, by showing the degree to which each alternative is consistent
with the adopted General Plans and other relevant planning documents of study
area jurisdictions (primarily the City of Mesa and Town of Queen Creek). Three
aspects of the General Plans are evaluated: the land use, circulation and economic
development elements.
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- Access—represents the effectiveness with which an alternative provides access to
people, jobs and facilities in its service area. The performance measures reflect
projected future population and employment near a potential freeway interchange,
as well as the availability of direct access to the Williams Gateway Complex.

- Natural Environment—compares the impacts of alternatives on key elements of
the natural environment that they would traverse. Specific performance measures
address key drainageways (Waters of the United States), floodplains, species and
their habitats, air quality and the visual environment.

- Physical Environment—compares the impacts of alternatives on key elements of
the physical environment as shaped or altered by humans. Cultural resources,
recreational land uses (potentially subject to Section 4(f) or 6(f) of the U.S.
Department of Transportation Act), hazardous materials and farmlands are
included.

. Socioeconomic Impacts—compares the impacts of alternatives on key elements
of the social and economic environment of the project area, such as neighborhood
cohesion, adjacent developed properties, and Environmental Justice concerns
under Title VI of the federal Civil Rights Act.

- Estimated Cost—compares various costs of each alternative at a planning level of
analysis: capital cost, additional right-of-way cost, operating and maintenance cost,
and expected cost of potential environmental mitigations.

- Pinal County Considerations—although the MAG Williams Gateway Freeway
Alignment Study focuses on the relative merits of alternatives within Maricopa
County, this criterion recognizes the need to consider factors related to continuity
with the proposed future extension of the corridor into Pinal County. These
elements consist of potential direct impacts on natural drainageways and existing
land use, along with potential visual and noise impacts to existing uses.

5.2 Tier 3 Evaluation Matrix

Table 5.1 provides the full evaluation matrix used in Tier 3. The first two columns list
the evaluation criteria and the performance measures used for each criterion. The next
three columns show summary evaluation results for Alternatives 3, 5 and 7. A “Most
Desirable” rating is represented by a filled-in circle, a “Less Desirable” rating by a
partially filled-in circle, and a “Least Desirable” rating by an empty circle. The final
column describes the approach that was used to measure each aspect of performance.

The MAG/Consultant Team consistently attempted to rate one alternative as Most
Desirable, a second as Less Desirable and the third as Least Desirable—so long as
there were sufficient differences between the three alternatives’ performance to justify
this procedure. For twelve of the 32 measures, however, there was no substantial
difference between two of the alternatives, which therefore received identical ratings.
For nine others, all three alternatives were rated the same. Seven of these
performance measures relate to environmental issues. These were not necessarily
expected to reveal clear differences between alternatives, but were considered worthy
of inclusion because of their future importance in the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process required of projects receiving federal funds.
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®=Most Desirable

e=Less Desirable

Table 5.1: Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix

O=Least Desirable

Criteria

Performance Measures

Alternative

5

Measurement Approach

Mobility

Daily usage of Williams
Gateway Freeway--year
2026

128,200

=]
124,400

©)
121,700

Weekday freeway VMT per
mile of freeway mainline
(Hawes Rd to Meridian Rd).
Source: MAG traffic model
output. More VMT = greater
arterial relief = better
performance.

Number of congested
major intersections—year
2026

o
1 (Ray/Hawes)

o
1 (Ray/Hawes)

[
1 (Ray/Hawes)

Number of arterial/arterial
intersections (in area bounded
by Ray, Ocaotillo, Hawes &
Meridian Roads) with forecast
2026 peak hour LOS of E or F.
Source: MAG traffic model
output using Highway
Capacity Manual
methodology. Fewer
congested intersections =
better performance.

Safety

Proportion of VMT
occurring on safer (high-
capacity) facilities

42%

43%

45%

Percent of weekday VMT (in
area generally bounded by US
60, Hunt Highway, Power Rd
& Meridian Rd) occurring on
freeway. Higher percentage =
reduced crash frequency &
severity = greater safety.
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Table 5.1: Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix
(continued)

Criteria Alternative
Performance Measures 3 5 7 Measurement Approach
General Plan Consistency with land use Overall consistency with
Consistency (at element in adopted o o o adopted General Plan land
community build out) | General Plan Freeway Freeway corridor | Freeway corridor | use element of applicable
corridor lies lies within planned | lies within planned | jurisdiction.
within planned business, business,
business, industrial or mixed | industrial or mixed
industrial or use areas. use areas.
mixed use
areas.
Consistency with Overall consistency with
circulation element in ® - O

adopted General Plan

Minor impacts to
existing arterial
grid system.
Surrounding
arterial streets
north & south of
the freeway
alignment have

Minor impacts to
existing arterial
grid system.
Surrounding
arterial streets
north of the
freeway alignment
have planned

Minor impacts to
existing arterial
grid system. Few
improvements are
planned for the
surrounding
arterial streets to
help move traffic

adopted General Plan
circulation element (& stand-
alone transportation plans) of
applicable jurisdiction.

planned improvements to to & from freeway.
improvements help move traffic
to help move to & from freeway.
traffic to & from
freeway.
Consistency with Overall consistency with
=) [ =)

economic development
element in adopted
General Plan

Located within
the northern
portion of
Williams
Gateway
regional
economic
activity center.

Centrally located
within the Williams
Gateway regional
economic activity
center.

Located within the

southern portion of
Williams Gateway

regional economic
activity center.

adopted General Plan
economic development
elements (& stand-alone
economic development plans)
of applicable jurisdiction.
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Table 5.1: Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix
(continued)

Criteria Alternative
Performance Measures 3 5 7 Measurement Approach
Access Population within Projected population per mile
immediate Williams @ ) ® within 2 miles of Williams
Gateway Freeway travel | 3,400 3,240 3,850 Gateway Freeway
shed (2016) interchanges. Source: MAG
socioeconomic projections.
Greater population served =
better performance.
Population within Same as above
immediate Williams ) < o
Gateway Freeway travel | 5,580 5,965 7,020
shed (2026)
Employment within Projected employment per
immediate Williams ® @ O mile within 2 miles of Williams
Gateway Freeway travel | 6,135 5,910 4,850 Gateway Freeway
shed (2016) interchanges. Source: MAG
socioeconomic projections.
Greater employment served =
better performance.
Employment within Same as above
immediate Williams ® @ )
Gateway Freeway travel | 10,155 9,800 8,815
shed (2026)
Access to Williams Number of Williams Gateway
Gateway Complex @2 ®3 ®3 Freeway interchanges directly
(Ellsworth, (Ellsworth, (Ellsworth, serving the Williams Gateway
Williams Field) Williams Field, Williams Field, Complex. More interchanges
Crismon) Pecos) = better access.
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Table 5.1: Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix
(continued)

Criteria

Performance Measures

Alternative

5

Measurement Approach

Natural Environment

Waters of the United
States

=)

Would impact 3
jurisdictional
waters of the

=)
Would impact 3
jurisdictional

waters of the U.S.

=)
Would impact 3
jurisdictional

waters of the U.S.

Number of jurisdictional
waters impacted, based on
existing documentation.

U.S. within within Maricopa within Maricopa
Maricopa County. County.
County.
100-year floodplains Number of delineated
o o [

No projected
impacts to 100-
year floodplains

No projected
impacts to 100-
year floodplains

No projected
impacts to 100-
year floodplains

floodplains crossed, based on
existing documentation.
Fewer crossings = better
performance.
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Table 5.1: Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix
(continued)

Criteria Alternative
Performance Measures 3 5 7 Measurement Approach
Natural Environment Species & habitats Estimated impact based on
(continued) e @ @ existing documentation.
No Critical No Critical Habitat. | No Critical Habitat.
Habitat. Potential for 2 Potential for 2

Potential for 2
listed species
(CFPO, long-
nosed bat) &
one candidate
species (Acuna
cactus). Likely

listed species
(CFPO, long-
nosed bat) & one
candidate species
(Acuna cactus).
Likely habitat for
several state

listed species
(CFPO, long-
nosed bat) & one
candidate species
(Acuna cactus).
Likely habitat for
several state

habitat for sensitive species. | sensitive species.
several state

sensitive

species.

Air quality Future 2026 weekday hours of
@ @ e delay on freeway mainline.
12,000 11,800 11,800 Source: MAG traffic model

output. Less delay = better air
quality.
Future weekday hours of
) e o delay on arterials in area
17,800 17,100 16,200

bounded generally by US 60,
Hunt Hwy, Power Rd &
Meridian Rd. Source: MAG
traffic model output. Less
delay = better air quality.
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Table 5.1: Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix
(continued)

Criteria Alternative
Performance Measures 3 5 7 Measurement Approach
Natural Environment Visual Qualitative assessment of
(continued) e o o directional miles of new
Potentially No apparent direct | No apparent direct | freeway frontage adjacent to
impacted impact to impact to existing residential
residences. foreground or foreground or communities. Fewer miles =
distant views. distant views. less impact = better
performance.
Noise Qualitative assessment of
e o o linear miles of corridor
Potentially No apparent direct | No apparent direct | centerline within 0.25 miles of
impacted noise impacts. noise impacts. existing residences or other
residences. sensitive receivers. Fewer
miles = less impact = better
performance.
Physical Environment | Cultural resources Number of historic &
o o O prehistoric sites impacted,
No known No known cultural | Impacts 1 large based on site records.
cultural sites sites impacted. cultural site.
impacted.
Recreational land uses Potential impact on existing &
o [ o

No apparent 4(f)
or 6(f) impacts.

No apparent 4(f)
or 6(f) impacts.

No apparent 4(f)
or 6(f) impacts.

planned 4(f) & 6(f) resources,
based on existing
documentation.
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Table 5.1: Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix
(continued)

Criteria Alternative
Performance Measures 3 5 7 Measurement Approach
Physical Environment | Hazardous materials Disturbance of existing &

O ) o suspected hazmat sites,
RCRA & EPA RCRA & EPA ADWR well based on existing
toxic release toxic release site documentation. Fewer sites =
site within within proximity better performance.
proximity (Fuiji (TRW), ADWR
Film), drywells well
at Fuji Film

Farmlands Impacts to Prime & Unique
o o o Farmland, based on existing
Existing Existing Existing documentation.

agricultural land
zoned for other

agricultural land
zoned for other

agricultural land
zoned for other

land uses. land uses. land uses.
Socioeconomic Title VI/Environmental Qualitative assessment of
Impacts Justice @ o o potential impacts to protected
Potential direct | No apparent No apparent populations, based on Census
impact to disproportionate disproportionate 2000 data.
sensitive impacts to impacts to
populations. protected/sensitive | protected/sensitive
populations. populations.
Impacts on neighborhood Qualitative assessment of
continuity & community @ o o disruption to existing
cohesion Potential impact | No direct impacts. | No direct impacts. | residential communities within
to large-lot 0.25 miles of corridor
residential. centerline, based on existing

documentation.
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Table 5.1: Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix
(continued)

Criteria Alternative
Performance Measures 3 5 7 Measurement Approach
Socioeconomic Business & residential Qualitative assessment of
Impacts (continued) takings (full or partial) < @ @ existing business, residential
Direct impacts Direct impact to Direct impact to & institutional properties
to existing existing TRW existing nurseries | potentially required, based on
residences. operations (commercial). existing documentation.
(commercial). Fewer properties = better
performance.
Estimated Cost Capital cost (millions of Estimated capital cost of new
dollars) o @ ) freeway facilities, based on
$243-333" $278-378" $295-400" generalized unit cost
estimates. Lower cost =
better performance.
Additional right-of-way Qualitative assessment of
cost o ) @ additional right-of-way cost to
Additional cost Additional cost account for business or
due to business due to business residential takes.
takes (TRW). takes (Nurseries).
Operating & maintenance Qualitative assessment of
o =) O

cost per year

operating & maintenance cost,
based on generalized cost per
mile by facility type &
characteristics.
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Table 5.1: Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix
(continued)

Criteria Alternative
Performance Measures 3 5 7 Measurement Approach
Estimated Cost Expected cost of Qualitative assessment of
(continued) environmental mitigations o o O relative cost of potentially
Costs assume Costs assume Costs assume required environmental
loss of WUS. loss of WUS. testing & data mitigations, based on existing
recovery of documentation.
cultural resource
site and loss of
WUS.
Pinal County Potential impact on Number of FEMA or wash
Considerations natural drainage ways in o ) @ crossings, based on existing
Study Area 0 FEMA Impacts 1 100- Impacts 1 WUS. documentation & input from
crossings. year floodplain ADOT Williams Gateway
and 1 WUS. Corridor Definition Study.
Potential impact on Qualitative assessment of
existing land use o o ) potential impact based on
Directimpacts to | existing documentation & input
existing from ADOT Williams Gateway
residential. Corridor Definition Study.

DMJM HARRIS

Page 35




Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment
and Environmental Overview Study

Preferred Alignment Summary Report

March 2006

Table 5.1: Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix
(continued)

Criteria Alternative
Performance Measures 3 5 7 Measurement Approach
Pinal County Potential environmental Visual: Linear miles of
Considerations impacts (visual & noise) L o O

(continued)

No apparent
direct visual or
noise impacts.

No apparent direct
visual or noise
impacts.

Would visually
impact foreground
views and cause
noise concerns for
approximately 2
miles of adjacent
existing residential
within potential
Pinal County
segment.

adjacent residential
communities potentially
impacted by freeway. Fewer
miles = less impact = better
performance.

Noise: Linear miles of corridor
centerline within 0.25 miles of
existing residences or other
sensitive receivers. Fewer
miles = less impact = better
performance.

'See Table 5.4, Planning Level Cost Estimates

ADWR = Arizona Department of Water Resources
ASLD = Arizona State Land Department
CFPO=Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy Owl

EPA = Environmental Protection Agency

FEMA = Federal Emergency Management Agency
LOS = Level of Service

RCRA = Resource Conservation & Recovery Act
VMT = Vehicle Miles of Travel

WUS = Waters of the United States

Source: MAG/Consultant Team

®=Most Desirable
@=Less Desirable
O=Least Desirable
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Table 5.2, which was condensed by omitting the “Measurement Approach” column,
more clearly shows how the three alternatives compare with one another. For the
purpose of comparison, each filled-in circle was awarded three points, each half-filled
circle two points, and each empty circle one point. When the circles in each column are
added and multiplied by the appropriate number of points, Alternative 3 has 78 points,
Alternative 5 has 75 points, and Alterative 7 has 69 points. Alternative 3 bests
alternative 5 by a relatively narrow margin of three points (four percent) and Alternative
7 trails Alternative 5 by an additional six points. All three alternatives score within
approximately 13 percent of one another. These relatively close results reflect the fact
that the Tier 3 alternatives were the result of an extensive pre-screening process
designed to select the best options for comprehensive analysis.

The differences between the overall performance of alternatives was most dramatic with
regard to the half-filled circles: “Less Desirable” (two-point scores) and empty circles:
“Least Desirable” (one-point scores). This occurred because of the numerous
measures on which two or more alternatives received the maximum score. Alternative
7 had far fewer “Less Desirable” (two-point) scores than Alternatives 3 and 5. On the
other hand, Alternative 7 had by far the most “Least Desirable” (one-point) scores.
These differences may be disguised when looking only at the grand totals.

It is also valuable to look at “dominant” alternatives; that is, for how many performance
measures does each alternative dominate (receive a higher rating than) both rivals?
Alternative 3 dominates eight performance measures, followed by Alternative 7 with five
and Alternative 5 with one. Especially noteworthy is the fact that Alternative 3
dominates three of the four cost measures (and ties for first in the fourth measure)—
given that the RTP identifies a specific funding level for the Williams Gateway Freeway.

5.3 “Collapsed” Matrix Showing Evaluation Criteria Only

Table 5.3 is a collapsed version of the Tier 3 evaluation matrix, listing the nine
evaluation criteria but omitting the performance measures. Each alternative has been
given an aggregate score (Most, Less, or Least Desirable) based on a comparison of
total point scores within each criterion. The alternative with the most total points was
given a filled-in circle, the one with the fewest points received an empty circle, and the
one with an intermediate score was awarded a half-filled circle.

Using the three-point scale described earlier, Alternative 3 again has the highest total
score, with 23 points, versus 21 for Alternative 5 and 19 for Alternative 7. Alternative 3
achieves the highest possible score on six of the nine criteria and dominates three,
including Mobility and Estimated Cost. Alternative 5 has the highest possible score on
three criteria and dominates none. Alternative 7 attains the highest score on five criteria
and dominates two, but also has by far the largest number of low scores (four versus
zero or one for Alternatives 3 and 5).
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Table 5.2:

Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix
June 7, 2005

Criteria

Performance Measures

Alternative

5

Mobility

Daily usage of Williams
Gateway Freeway--year
2026

Number of congested
major intersections—year
2026

Safety

Proportion of VMT
occurring on safer (high-
capacity) facilities

General Plan
Consistency (at
community build out)

Consistency with land use
element in adopted
General Plan

Consistency with
circulation element in
adopted General Plan

Consistency with economic

development element in
adopted General Plan

Access

Population within
immediate Williams
Gateway Freeway travel
shed (2016)

Population within
immediate Williams
Gateway Freeway travel
shed (2026)

Employment within
immediate Williams
Gateway Freeway travel
shed (2016)

Employment within
immediate Williams
Gateway Freeway travel
shed (2026)

Access to Williams
Gateway complex

Natural Environment

Waters of the United
States

100-year floodplains

Species & habitats

Air quality

Visual

Noise

Physical Environment

Cultural resources

Recreational land uses

Hazardous materials

Farmlands

Socioeconomic
Impacts

Title VI/Environmental
Justice

Impacts on neighborhood
continuity & community
cohesion

Business & residential
takings (full or partial)

Estimated Cost

Capital cost (millions of
dollars)

Additional Right-of-way
cost

Operating & maintenance
cost per year

Expected cost of
environmental mitigations
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Table 5.2: Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix
June 7, 2005 (continued)
Criteria Performance Measures Alternative
3 5 7
Pinal County Potential impact on natural o
Considerations* drainage ways in Study
Area
Potential impact on °
existing land use
Potential environmental
. . . (]
impacts (visual & noise)
® (3 pts) 17x3=51 15x3=45 15x3=45
e (2 pts) 12x2=24 13x2=26 7x2=14
O (1pt) 3x1=3 4x1=4 10x1=10
TOTALS 78 75 69

*At the end of the evaluation process after preparation of Table 5.2, additional input was received from staff at the State Land
Department. It was concluded that Alternative 3 strongly supports the expected community and development pattern envisioned
for State Land holdings in northeastern Pinal County. Based on this input, with the addition of a performance measure rating
compatibility with future State lands development in Pinal County, the revised scores of the alternatives would be: Alt. 3 = 81

points ; Alt. 5 = 77 points; and Alt. 7 = 70 points. Item # 8 under the conclusions supporting Alternative 3 reflects the input
received from State Land Department staff.

Source: MAG/Consultant Team
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Table 5.3: Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix

way cost, operating &
maintenance cost, and cost of
environmental mitigation

June 7, 2005
Criteria Description Alternative
5
Mobility Daily usage of Williams Gateway °
Freeway and number of
congested major intersections in
2026
Safety Proportion of VMT occurring on °
high-capacity facilities
General Plan Consistency with land use, °
Consistency (at circulation, and economic
community build development elements in
out) adopted General Plan
Access Population and employment °
within William Gateway Freeway
travel shed in 2016 & 2026, and
access to Williams Gateway
Complex
Natural Impacts to Waters of the US, °
Environment 100-year floodplains, species &
habitat, air quality, visual, and
noise
Physical Impacts to cultural resources, °
Environment recreational land uses,
hazardous materials, and
farmlands
Socioeconomic Title VI/Environmental Justice,
. . (]
Impacts impacts to neighborhood
continuity, and business &
residential takings
Estimated Cost Capital cost, additional right-of- °
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Table 5.3: Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study-Tier 3 Matrix
June 7, 2005 (continued)

Criteria Description Alternative
3 5 7

Pinal County Impacts to natural drainage ° ° o
Considerations ways, existing land uses, and

noise & visual impacts

® (3 pts) 6x3=18 3x3=9 5x3=15

@ (2 pts) 2x2=4 6x2=12 0x2=0

O (1pt) I1x1=1 0x1=0 4x1=4
Total 23 21 19

Source: MAG/Consultant Team
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5.4  Planning Level Cost Estimates

Table 5.4 provides the planning level cost estimates used in the capital cost range for
each alternative in Table 5.1. The largest element of capital cost is the freeway
mainline, of which the Maricopa County portion varies in length from 4.5 miles for
Alternative 3 to 6.0 miles for Alternative 7. The other major cost elements are the
system interchange with the Santan Freeway (SR 202L) and drainage. As one would
expect, the total facility cost is generally proportionate to the length of the freeway,
except for the cost of the system TI. Cost estimates are expressed in 2004 dollars.

Table 5.4: Planning Level Cost Estimates (Maricopa County portion)

Williams Gateway Freeway Alternative 3

Facility Length Estimated Estimated
(miles) Cost/Mile ($M) | Cost ($M)

Williams Gateway 45 $35-$45 $157.5-$202.5

Freeway Mainline

Santan/Williams $60-$100

Gateway Fwy System TI

Drainage Structures $25-$30

Total Cost $243-$333

Williams Gateway Freeway Alternative 5

Facility Length Estimated Estimated
(miles) Cost/Mile ($M) | Cost ($M)

W.G. Freeway Mainline | 5.5 $35-45 $192.5-$247.5

Santan/Williams $60-$100

Gateway Fwy System TI

Drainage Structures $25-$30

Total Cost $278-$378

Williams Gateway Freeway Alternative 7

Facility Length Estimated Estimated
(miles) Cost/Mile ($M) | Cost ($M)

Williams Gateway 6.0 $35-$45 $210-$270

Freeway Mainline

Santan/Williams $60-$100

Gateway Fwy System TI

Drainage Structures $25-$30

Total Cost $295-$400

Assumptions
1. Estimated costs are for facilities within Maricopa County. The mile lengths show above end at

Meridian Road.
2. Freeway $35-45 million per mile cost based on historic data from the Santan Freeway between 1-10
and US 60.

Source: MAG/Consultant Team
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6.0 CONCLUSION

DMJM Harris, consultant to MAG for the Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment Study,
recommended Alternative 3 (illustrated in Figure 6-1) as the preferred alternative, to be
carried through the MAG committee and Regional Council review process. The reasons
for this recommendation include:

1. The preferred alignment is suitable for a high-capacity, access-controlled
facility from the SR 202L Santan Freeway to the Pinal County line.

2. The preferred alignment will adequately serve the Williams Gateway complex
and other key employment centers (existing and projected) within the corridor
study area.

3. The alignment is consistent with the generalized corridor depicted in the MAG
RTP, and endorsed by Maricopa County voters as part of Proposition 400 in
November 2004.

4. The alignment achieved the highest score of any alternative in the
comprehensive Tier 3 evaluation.

5. The estimated cost of Alternative 3 is within the RTP programmed budget.

6. This alternative dominates more performance measures than the other two
alternatives combined—including three of the four cost measures.

7. Alternative 3 also performs the best overall when the matrix is collapsed to
show an aggregate score for each of the nine evaluation criteria.

8. Based on conversations with the Arizona State Land Department staff, the
alternative strongly supports the expected community and economic
development pattern envisioned for the approximately 275 square mile State
land holdings (Superstitions Vistas) in Pinal County.

9. This alternative is compatible with the planning work that ADOT has done to
date on the Williams Gateway Corridor Definition Study in Pinal County.

These recommendations were reviewed by various MAG committees on the following
dates in June and July 2005:

MAG Transportation Review Committee—June 30, 2005
MAG Management Committee—July 13, 2005

MAG Policy Committee—July 20, 2005

MAG Regional Council—July 27, 2005

On July 27, 2005, the MAG Regional Council passed a motion to: “Select Alternative 3 —
Frye Road as the preferred alignment for the Williams Gateway Freeway in Maricopa
County and recommend to ADOT that Alternative 7 — Ryan Road be considered in the
design concept/environmental evaluation conducted by ADOT.”
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APPENDIX A
INVESTIGATION OF “SUPER STREET” OR “PARKWAY” OPTIONS

As an outgrowth of the fundamental task of identifying a preferred alignment for the
planned Williams Gateway Freeway (WGF) in Maricopa County, several stakeholders
were interested in investigating some options for a super street or parkway at a broad,
conceptual level. The purpose of such a facility would be to provide enhanced
connections between the WGF and rapidly growing commercial and residential areas of
Queen Creek to the south. The super street/parkway options were developed assuming
Alternative 3 (Frye Road alignment) as the base alternative.

A-1 Generalized Definition of Super Street or Parkway

Unlike a freeway, which must provide full access control and meet rigorous design
standards, the super street and parkway concepts are quite flexible. They can
encompass a variety of facility design features, configurations and degrees of access
control.

In general, a super street or parkway has more access control and fewer access points
than a typical arterial street, but lacks the full access control of a freeway. There is no
clear distinction between a super street and a parkway, although a parkway might have
more landscaping and amenities geared toward non-motorized transportation. Another
term sometimes encountered is “expressway.” The word is sometimes used for a
facility that offers a high degree of access management, but has access points or other
features that do not meet freeway standards.

Various sources have identified the characteristics of certain highway and street facility
types. According to Arizona Revised Statutes (ARS) §28-7901(2), “Freeway” means a
divided arterial highway on the interstate or primary system with full control of access
and with grade separations at intersections. In ARS §41-512(5), “Parkway” means an
area along either or both sides of a highway, street, road or route acquired in fee or by
easement by the governmental body having jurisdiction over the highway, street, road
or route for the protection of geographic natural flora or scenic values, and established
or designated as a parkway by the fransportation board.

in ARS §28-6304(5), a “Major Arterial” means an interconnected theroughfare whose
primary function is to link areas in the region and to distribute traffic to and from
controlled access highways, generally of regionwide significance and of varying
capacity depending on the fravel demand for the specific direction and adjacent land
uses.

As part of the MAG Roads to Regional Significance concept, the characteristics of
Urban Roads of Regional Significance and Gateway Roads of Regional Significance are
described in detail.
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A-2 Options ldentified

MAG asked its consultant to prepare maps showing general alignments of three super
street/parkway options. One of these (Ellsworth/Ryan, Figure A-1) invoives the use of
an alignment following approximately the existing Ellsworth Reoad south from the
Williams Gateway Freeway, then turning east along Ryan Road. The second concept
(Crismon/Ryan, Figure A-2) uses Crismon Road as the southward route from the WGF,
then begins to curve eastward near Germann Road to follow the east-west Ryan Road
alignment beginning at approximately Signal Butte Road. The third concept (Signal
Butte/Ryan, Figure A-3) uses Signal Butte Road, then begins curving eastward near
Germann Road to follow the east-west Ryan Road alignment beginning near Meridian
Road. All three options could terminate at Ironwood Drive in Pinal County, which is
envisioned to become an enhanced arterial or other high-level facility in the future.

The Ellsworth/Ryan Parkway or super street, as depicted in Figure A-1, would begin at
a specially configured traffic interchange at the WGF and Ellsworth Road. A free-flow
ramp would be provided from the eastbound WGF to the southbound Eilsworth
Parkway, while a loop ramp would lead from northbound Ellsworth Parkway to the
westbound WGF (Detail X). The WGF would have local service interchanges at
Williams Field Road, Signal Butte Road and Meridian Road, with a grade separation
aliowing Crismon Road to pass over or under the freeway. The Elisworth Parkway
would be shifted east around the future runway protection zone at Williams Gateway
Airport in the vicinity of Pecos Road. Along the parkway or super street, major at-grade
intersections would be located at Ellsworth/Wiliams Field, Elisworth/Pecos,
Efisworth/Germann, Ellsworth/Ryan, Ryan/Crismon, Ryan/Signal Butte, Ryan/Meridian,
and Ryan/lronwood.

The Crismon/Ryan Parkway or super street, as depicted in Figure A-2, would begin at
an interchange on the WGF at the Crismon Road alignment. This interchange would
provide free-flow ramps from the eastbound WGF to southbound Crismon Parkway and
from northbound Crismon to the westbound WGF, and access to Williams Field Road
from both directions of the WGF (Detail Y). The Crismon Parkway interchange would
therefore double as a local service interchange for Williams Field Road, and Crismon
would not continue north as an arterial street across the WGF at this point. Eisewhere
on the WGF, a half-diamond interchange couid be constructed on the west side of
Ellsworth Road, with full interchanges at Signal Butte Road and Meridian Reoad. The
Crismon/Ryan Parkway would feature major at-grade intersections at Pecos Road,
Germann Road, Signal Butte Road, Meridian Road and Ironweod Drive.

The Signal Butte/Ryan Parkway or super street, as depicted in Figure A-3, would begin
at the planned Signal Butte Road interchange on the WGF. In contrast with the
preceding concepts, there would be no free-flow ramps to accommodate the high-
volume traffic movements between the parkway and the WGF. Instead, Signal Butte
Parkway (along with Signal Bufte Road to the north) would meet the WGF at a
conventional diamond interchange (Detail Z). Fuil iocal service interchanges could also
be provided aiong the WGF af Elisworth Road, Williams Field Road and Meridian Road.
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Signal Butte/Ryan is the shortest of any of the parkway options identified, with likely
major intersections at Pecos Road, Germann Road, Meridian Road and lronwood Drive.

The overall vision for a super street or parkway in this area involves restriction of
signalized intersections to mile and possibly half-mile streets. It would also limit the
number of driveways and restrict driveway access to right-in/right-out only. However,
this concept could change as more specific concepts are developed and evaluated in
future studies.

One additional concept, evolved through discussions with stakeholders and drawn up
by the MAG consultant (Figure A-4), was designed to illustrate a combination of
enhanced arterial (or expressway) alignments. This includes one enhanced facility
generaily following the Ellsworth Road corridor south from the WGF, a second along the
Ryan Road alignment from the Ellsworth facility to Ironwood Drive, and a third along
Signal Butte Road connecting the WGF to the Ryan Road facility. The configuration of
a potential Elisworth Tl on the WGF would be dependent on ADOT review and
approval. Additional Tls along the WGF would be located at Williams Field Road,
Signal Butte Road and Meridian Road, with 2 grade-separated crossing of Crismon
Road. The precise alignment of the Ellsworth facility in the Germann Road area would
have fo be determined jointly by the City of Mesa and the Town of Queen Creek.

A-3 Limitations of this Planning Exercise

It is important to emphasize that MAG’s consultant developed several preliminary
options for a future parkway, super street or expressway to supplement a WGF located
along the Alternative 3 alignment. There was no attempt to evaluate these options, to
compare them with each other, or to conduct a detailed engineering analysis of
connections with the WGF or other facilities. Such an effort would require a separate
study.

It is equally important to recognize that no funding source has been identified for a
super street, parkway or expressway in the Williams Gateway study area. The MAG
RTP contains no funds for this type of facility. The City of Mesa has been allocated
some RTP funding for improvement of selected arterial streets, and Mesa has indicated
that it may be willing to use at least some of these monies to improve southward arterial
connections within the Mesa portion of the study area. There is nc commitment,
however, {o provide local funds for any super street or parkway.

Finally, none of the concepts depicted or described in this appendix has been endorsed
by MAG or any of its member jurisdictions, such as the City of Mesa, the Town of
Queen Creek or Maricopa County. (There have been scme preliminary indications from
Queen Creek that an Elisworth location would be preferred.) This appendix is included
for informational purposes only at this time.

5 | AECOM
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y MIARICOPA
ASSQCIATION of
S GOVERNMENTS

PUBLIC IS INVITED TO REVIEW
WILLIAMS GATEWAY FREEWAY LOCATION ALTERNATIVES

Public Open House

Thursday, March 24, 2005

6:00 to 8:00 p.m.
(Presentation at 6:15 p.m.)

Arizona State University East

7001 East Williams Field Road, .
Student Union Balircom, Mesa

Meeting Purpose:  To review the Williams Gateway Freeway location
alternatives and how these alternatives are being
evaluated. Your input regarding these various location
alternatives is encouraged.

Study Area: The MAG Williams Gateway Freeway study area runs
southeasterly from Loop 202 (Santan) near Williams
Gateway Airport and the General Motors Desert Proving
Grounds to the Pinal County border.

Background: The Williams Gateway Freeway is an element of the MAG
Regional Transpertation Plan (RTP), which was adopted
- by the MAG Regional Council and funded by Maricopa
County residents with the passage of Proposition 400.

For Additional Information Contact:

Roger Herzog, Senior Project Manager

Maricopa Association of Governments

302 N. 1% Avenue, Suite 300, Phoenix, AZ 85003
(602} 254-6300 (phone); (602) 254-6490 (fax)
rherzog@mag.maricopa.gov

Persons with a disabitity may request reasonable accommodations by calling MAG at (602) 254-6300. Requests
should be made as early as possible to allow time to arrange the accommadation. Telephone teletype is available
through Arizona Relay Service at 1-800-367-893¢ (Voice: 1-800-842-4681). Spanish language assistance is
available through MAG at (602) 452-5076.



MAG WILLIAMS GATEWAY ALIGNMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL

OVERVIEW STUDY
Public Meeting Summary Notes

Notes Produced:  April 4, 2005

Meeting: Pubiic Meeting
Date: Thursday March 24, 2005; 6:00 - 8:00 p.m.
Location: ASU East Campus - Student Union Baliroom

THOSE PRESENT:

Roc Arnett, Emmanuel Arzadon, Don Atkinson, Wayne Balmer, Phillip Barnes, Gail
Barney, Jason Barney, Jackie and Burt Binenfeld, Barry Booth, Kathy Borquez, Russell E.
Brandt, Mary M. Brooks, Jeff Brown, Margaret Bubik, Kirby Chadwick, Brit Chamberlain,
Steve Chucri, Lisa Coletto-Cohen, Catherine Collier, Amanda Condit, Tom Condit, Bob
Connelly, Tina Connelly, Doug Cook, Steve Cook, Dean Cocoley, Zall Cooley, Kevin
Cooney, Jim Creedon, Miriam Cronkhite, John Davis, Emmett Dignan, Ken Fiebelkorn,
Aurelie Hores, John Fry, Melanie Gould, Samuel L. Grider, Sr., Daovid Grossman, Jim
Grothe, Mark Guiterrez, Travis Hansen, Bob Hansman, Jr., Mayor Keno Hawker, Jim
Henrichsen, Gary Holloway, Jilt Holt, Don Huisinga, Ron and Dennis Hunkler, Steve
Ingram, Terry isaacson, Walter Jameson, Tim Johns , Erik Johnson, Vicki Johnson, Sean
Kelley, Dee Dee Kelly, Frank Kelly, Eric Kermr, Lynn Kusy, JC Larson, Maxine Leather,
Michael O. Leonard, Jjohn Lewis, Amy Mdailoy, Billy and Nora Maynard, Sandy
McGeorge, John Meza, Calvin J. Millyard, Carlo, Lucy & Anthony Mormino, Brent Moser,
Jim Nelson, Ken Newman, Jenni Otfum, Lisa Padilla, George Pasquel lil, Kaley Reid, Kyle
Robinson, Wil C. Rogers, Elizabeth Rothweiler, Paul Rothweiler, Dick Schaner, John
Schroeder, Thom Schueit, Paul Schweitzer, Brian Scifers, Cynthia Seelhammer, Tim and
Kristi Sheehan, Susan Shitman, Gene Slechta, Sandie Smith, Greg Stanley, Don Stapley,
Roseann Sweei, Darrell Truitt, Chris Wagner, Mike Walbert, Danny Walker, Sean Waliers,
Michael D. Wesi, Krystal White, Tom Wolf, Todd Wyman, Mark Young, Keith Zeiler, William
Zimmerman, and Felipe Zubia

Consultanis and Staff Present: Roger Herzog IMAG) Paul Waung (D+tH), John
McNamara (D+H), Ethan Rouch [D+H), Suzanne Moore (D+H), Rodney Bragg (D+H),
Michael Shirley (Aztec), Andy Smith (ADOT], John Pein [ADOT}, Hugh Louch [Cambridge
Systemaitics), Peggy Fiandaca (PSA)

The following meeting notes are iniended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or correciions to the meeting summary notes must be received
by the author within ten days. After that daie, the Project Team will proceed with the
proiect based on the information outlined in these meeting summary notes.

Peggy Fiandaca, Public Involvement Coordinater welcomed everyone and gave an
overview of the meeting format. She explained that the meeting was primarily an open
house that will provide an informal opportunity to discuss issues or concerns with
members of the consuliing team.
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Peggy infroduced Gerald Jakubowski, ASU East Provost who weicomed everyone to
campus and gave an overview of ASU East's growth.

She then introduced John McNamara, DMIM+HARRIS {the consultants) that gave a
brief presentation (PowerPoint presentation is attached 1o these meeting summary
notes) ihat covered the process that was followed to date, provided an overview of
the information that has been gathered and whai has been learned from the
information, and presented the conclusions that have been drawn fo this point in ihe
study process. After the presentation there was an opporfunity for questions about the
material presented. The audience was encouraged fo write their particular position,
ideas, or comments on the comment cards that were distibuted. The summary of the
comment cards received are included in these meetfing summary notes. Comment
cards were to be retumned by April 15, Finally, the major part of the evening was spent
having pariicipants inspect the materials displayed around the room and asking any
guestions.

Questions and Comments
The following were questions or comments made immediately following the
presentafion.

Q. Is the Hawes T.. for the Williams Gateway Freeway being taken into current
consideration for construction, in ferms of spaces¢

A, It is not being builf with the Santan but the design for the Santan Freeway has
been laid out so that a future T.I. with the Wiliams Gateway Freeway can be
accommoddated.

Did you consider the existing congestion,. general plans, and exisiing taxpayers
when deiermining alternatives?
Yes, all were taken intfo consideration.

The spacing between Alternafive #7 and Hunt Highway seems to be oo close.
What is the appropriate spacinge

The distance between Alternative #7 and a freeway facility in the Hunt Highway
corridor would be somewhat close. However, it is undetermined whether this
corridor will be developed with a major facility of that sori.

> o > o

O

Rural lifestyle is imporfant to preserve.

Alternate 7 cuts through two nurseries — can we avoid them? {See map.)
Adjustments in the final facility alignmeni may be made to avoid particular
property uses. However, geometric design standards and right-of-way costs
represent consiraints that may limit the shifting that can be incorporated into the
final design.

>0

Q. What criteria were used o determine impaci as you go into Pinal Countye
Alternative 7 is aimed at major development as it maoves infe Pinal County.
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A. Factors taken info account in Pinal County included drainage patterns, current
and potential land uses and existing manmade structures.

Q. Has Pinal County provided information into the study area regarding
developmente

A. Yes, the project team has met with Pinal County officiais during the process to
date.

Q. What is the fiming for development of the Arizona State Lands?

A. It is our understanding that the Arizona State Land Department will be starting o

planning study in the relatively near future to address development concepis for
its major land holdings in the northern Pinal County area. Also, the Morrison
Institute will be conducting an assessment of future growth potential of the area.

The Hawes Corridor — Is the 202 inferchange planned with g new road?

An interchange at Hawes Road is being included in the consiruction of the 202
but the develcpmeni of a roadway along the Hawes Road alignment has not
yet been finalized.

>0

The formal presentation ended and the participants spent time reviewing displays and
asking questions o consuitant team members.

Comment Cards
Following is o summary of the comments cards received.

I have lived in Arizona all my adult life and waiched freeways be voied down and
MCDOT play caich up when freeways were finally approved. | have lived in Queen
Creek almost 30 years. | have seen the astronomical growth in Queen Creek and south
in Pinal County. Those living south of Queen Creek may live in Pinal, but they work and
shop in Maricopa County. To get these folks where they need to go, the southernmost
route would be preferable. If will also bring more employment fo southeastern
Maricopa for residents of Mesa and Queen Creek. The farther north routes will not be as
useful for moving the rapidly growing population of southeastern Maricopa and
northern Pinal counties. If the mere northern routes are chosen, | fear Maricopa County
will again have to play catch up and builld even more freeways. The southern rouie (7)
will also alleviate the overcrowded arterials which will only get worse. The farther north
folks have fo drive on arterials, the worse and more dangerous,

As a resident paying the Ye-cent sales iax for the past 7 years, | favor Option 7. Queen
Creek has a significant problem dealing with pass-through traffic. A closer alignmenti
enables guicker freeway access to the now thousands of commuters who pass through
Queen Creek on overburdened arterials daily. Mesa has numerous miles of freeway
throughout its borders, while Queen Creek has none. tquitability is a huge issue in an
environment where cifies are so heavily reliont on sales tax. Option 7 is also consistent
with all Queen Creek land use planning and will actually serve to assist in Queen
Creek’s implemeniation.



Please only consider Alternative 3 option for Tier 2. This keeps the Town of Queen Creek
the most room between ihe Wiliams Gateway Freeway and the Hunt Highway
Freewdy. As ¢ Phoenix metro native and longlime Gilbert resident, | moved fo Queen
Creek 10 get the rural feel that Gilbert gave up. Alternative 3 will potentially keep the
ugly big box developments up by the freeway and not into North Queen Creek.
Alternative 3 is also farthest away from residential areas.

Info and alignment shoutd be available in g GIS format.

How can any dlignment be considered, but Aliemative #7 with all the growth in
northeastern Pinal County. I would obviously be more expensive, but better for East
Vailey.

As Queen Creek bears the brunt of fraffic flow and increased population in Pinal
County, it seems reasonable that they should benefit from the fransportation corridor
proposed in Alfernative #7. Land purchase would ailso be significantly less expensive in
thai area.

Need Alternative #7 in g HURRY!

Alternaiive Route 7 would be our preferred choice. Most southerly and a greater
benefit to Queen Creek, its growth, community, and most importantly, the residents of
the areaq.

Prefer Alternative #7 for business opportunities for Queen Creek, and my commute to
employment at the Town of Queen Creek from there. Prefer Ellsworth Realignment A,
keep Ellsworth as infact as possible. Let the new highways and roads add to commerce
access.

Bynn (2¢) Rouie, under over flight of cirport, help traffic low Queen Creek Johnson
Ranch.

I am in favor of Alternate #s 5 and 7 that swing south toward Queen Creek, with 7 as
the primary and 5 as the backup.

(1) My main concern is that this freeway has full on- and off-ramp boih eastbound and
westbound at Ellsworth. This is @ major road in this area of Maricopa County. (2) | prefer
Alternative #7 for the proposed Williams Gateway freeway. {3} Option B for the
realignment of Ellsworth makes the most sense for all parties involved.

Alignment #7 best serves the existing and near-term population and employment
centers of the entries SEA (2). Alt. #3 has very litfle near-term connectivity possibilifies
due to ASLD property in Pinal County. It will likely take 20 - 30 vears before ASLD
property develops. Alf. #7 will best serve population base that will utilize the "“to be
buitt" WGA terminal.

I'favor Al #7 to offer more opportunities io the sounding towns.
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| prefer either Alt. 3 or 5 but am amazed af the lack of coordination with Pinat County.
I am for Ali. 7, because it provides economic growth for Queen Creek.

| would support Ali. 5 or 7 based upon {1) greatest benefit to Wiliams Gateway Airport
and (2) that alternative which best supports commercial/industrial development in
Queen Creek.

Alternative 7. 1 believe the best rouie for fuiure and one that has the mosi potential
value to all Easi Valley communities is Alternative 7. | am also in faver of the full
diamond interchange ot Ellsworth (which can only occur with Alternative 7).

Based on information provided today, March 24, 2005, and the desires and future plans
of the Town of Queen Creek, Arizona, Aliernafive 7 is best, and | believe the most
functional and productive. The freeway access fo Queen Creek, government, business,
and neighbors. The population density in the Queen Creek areas has caused traffic
problems that will be relieved by use of the most southern Alternative #7. Freeway
access will be greatly improved with connections from the San Tan Freeway, Loop 202,
and the U.S. 40. Some of the present freeway traffic can bypass some of the smaller,
more residential areas. 1 can find no faulls with the southern alignment, and as a
resident of the Town of Queen Creek, wholeheartedly suppori the Alternate #7, south
alignment construction.

Bring the freeway as far south as possible! Alf. 7 is the preferred choice in my opinion.
Please don’t be influenced by Queen Creek isolationists. | live in Queen Creek and
would appreciate the closer access to a freeway.

| am in favor of Alternative 7. | believe that alternative seven would better serve the
areas south of the Superstition Freeway which includes the Johnson Ranch community,
as well as the Queen Creek area. For example, Johnson Ranch is forecasted to be over
400,000 at build-out in 15-20 years, and Queen Creek is expecied o reach 80,000 to
90,000, By all expectations, build-out will be much sooner than forecasted.

The Williams Gateway Freeway (WGF) should be located as far south as practicable.
This gefts it farther from the ared serviced by the Superstifion Freeway and closer 1o the
growing population that needs it now [Johnson Ranch). Aliernative #7 seems to besi fif
this criterion. Also, Alt. #7 exiends through the area most impacted by Williams
CGateway Airport air traffic, and is an ideal freeway location. (Another comment is:
Keep Hunt Hwy. where it is; improve it, widen it, etc. all the way to Florence.)

Need io follow the Alt. #7.

| am very inferested and would like io see Plan B of Ellsworth realignment go through.
And Plan #7 for the freeway go through dll for the good of Queen Creek easier and
maore consistent use and for development, along with our General Plan that has been
dlready approved.



The farther south, the more it benefils existing population, and Development #3 is
currently a “road fo nowhere”.

| think Alfernative 3 seems most appropriate because: {1) It is shorter and less costly, (2)
It has the least affect on existing businesses and private properties, (3) If gets most ROW
from State land - lease problems and most potential for return on public investment, (4)
It seems to have the fewest environmental issues and problems, (5) Mesa has the ability
to build the new arterial roads 1o service the new freeway, [6) Mesa can provide the fire
and police services that will be needed to provide for emergency services ihe freeway
users will need, {7) If provides the best spacing separation between the supersiition and
the Hunt Highway freeways to handle future tfraffic loads.

Favor #5 or #7 ACT. #7 would give more potential access to south and west of WGA.
#7 would give more separation from 60 closer to where population centers are located.
#5 would serve more "industrial” property. Prefer Option 2 for Ellsworth realignment.

In order io provide improved access o the southern enirance io the Williams
Airport/campus, | would much prefer an option that provides an interchange with
Pecos Road. Additionally, growth of Queen Creek and Johnson Ranch advocate for
the southernmost option.

2016 way too latell Use of federal funds/ADCOT funds/Prop 400 funds to start project
sooner — much sooner! Freeway: Initiclly build 6 lanes each way. "Reconstruction” from
310 6 is the pitsl!

The farther south a San Tan Freeway exiension fravels, the better it will serve the San Tan
area fraific. Alf. 7 offers the fastest access from the new developments in the Pinal
County San Tan area and relieves surface street congestion the most. If anything, can a
more southerly route be considered? This way the San Tan/Queen Creek area will have
a definite relief route.

Utllize All. 7 to the county line, then move north between the natural drainage area to
the north and above the develcper's area to the south.

I prefer the Southern alignment (Alt. 7}, because it cuts across the largest area of
employment lands and will allow Queen Creek ithe greatest opportunity to protect
these lands from residential encroachment into the over-flight area. It also will relieve
congestion and provide best access to Johnson Ranch area.

Alf. 7 and 5 are the best opfions. However, | feel Alt. 7 best serves the current and
planned land uses. Alf. 7 best suppoerts Queen Creek’s General Pian for employment
and commercial land use. Alf. 7 more closely aligns with the airport noise corridor,
keeping noise more confined to a specific area. All. 7 better serves existing housing
developmenfs in Queen Creek and Johnson Ranch areas. Street congesfion north of
the proposed freeway will significantly reduce. Thank you for the presentation. | am
more than wiling to help the process along. | doubt the communities in the area can
wdit 10~ 12 years.
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Option 7 seems o offer most utility and least disruption.

The Town of Queen Creek and its desire fo remain unique and keep ifs rural feel is
obviously affected, no matter which gateway goes through. This is compounded by the
potential Hunt Hwy./Pinal County Freeway to the south. Therefore, in an effort ic limit
the congestion, only the first three alternative routes should be considered [Alt 1, Alt 2,
and Alt 3). Not only do they keep a considerable distance from Queen Creek, but
ihey're also more direct rouies from the 202 fo Meridian. it also spares existing
residenfial areas, and we know with freeways comes development and big box
development. This keeps it from an acceptable distance from Queen Creek and won't
“trap” Queen Creek beitween the Gateway Freeway and the potential Hunt Hwy.
Freeway.

As Queen Creek resident as well as a Planning & Zoning Commissioner, | believe
Alternative #7 will benefit Queen Creek, Mesa, and Pinal County. The ability 1o move
[iransport) people to economically developed sites in the areas previously mentioned is
and will continue to be critical. For Queen Creek it provides a necessary route which will
dllow us to abide by our general plan and implement it as scheduled. With Queen
Creek development we will be in a position to fund a large portion of Alternative #7.

We support Alternative #7 for the added revenue fo the Queen Creek areq, reducing
fraffic on the adjacent sireets and drawing/providing shopping options for the east side
of the city.

I am an owner of property on Ray Road to the west of the Gateway Freeway
alignment. My concem is that access onto the freeway to the south from Ray Road be
provided as well as a northbound exit onio Ray Road. The proposed configuration of
the interchange with the 202 doesn't provide access to or from the area in these
directions so it will be necessary to either have a half diamond or at least frontage
roads perhaps from the Ellsworth exit.



